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REMARKS 



Reconsideration and allowance of the abojve referenced 
application are respectfully requested. \ 

Initially, Examiner Flanders, land his supervisor Mr. Isen, 

r | 

are thanked for the interview that jwaa conducted on September 

! 

14, 2004. The items discussed durihg the interview are 
discussed below. • 

The drawings are corrected to ladd the label "prior art" to 

i 
i 

figure l. This should obviate the Rejection to the drawings. 

The double patenting rejection based on blaim duplicity has 
been obviated by canceling claims 4k- 94. ! 

The rejection based on obviouskees-type double patenting is 
noted, and will be dealt with at sujsh time as the patent office 
indicates any claim as allowable, j 

Claims 1-6, 9-15, 18-20, 22-23 r 26, 28-39, 36-37, 38-42, 

45-47, 49, 50-54, 57-63, 66-68, 70-71, 74, 761-81, 84-90, 93, 95 

j 

and 97-112 stand rejected under 35 JSC § 102 &s being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,119,091 (hereinafter "Huang"). 

! i 

Claims 7-8, 16-17, 21, 25, 34-35, 42-43, 48, £5-56, 64-65, 69, 

73, 82-83, 91-92 and 96 stand rejected under p5 USC § 103 as 

being unpatentable over Huang. i ; 
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A number of these claims are respectfully traversed, while 
others of these claims have been obviated by Amendment i* ^der 

j 

to obviate the rejections thereto, j 



Specifically, claim 1 has been 



amended to recite a 



p ^^n^le processor . That programmable processor is 
programmed to both receive media data, and al^o to decompress 
the media data. In this way, the s^me devices, here the 
programmable processor, does two different things. This 
compares with Huang which uses two seperate devices for doing 
these two different functions. Because the p*ior art uses two 
different devices for doing these two different functions, the 
prior art would require more real entate on any substrate that 
holds the devices, as compared with 'claim 1. : Hence, an 
advantage of claim 1 is that of saving on subitrate real estate. 

In addition, there may be time| during operation when the 
system ie not both reading and decoding ac the same time. 
Therefore, this leads to the unexpected advantage that the same 
device can retrieve and decode withiut sacrificing performance 
to the extent that might be expecte<jl, and uses less enerqy than 
might otherwise be expected. j 

Huang does not teach or suggest this feature. Huang 
teaches a DSP 210 which fetches the j data, andj a separate media 



decoder 228 that decodeB the data. 



Another words, as discussed 
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above, two separate devices are used to Btrieve and decode the 

data in Huang. 

Therefore, claim 1 should be allowable, along with the 
claims which depend therefrom. A number of tfeese dependent 
claims should be independently allowable, for | Reason* set forth 

i 
1 

herein. * I 

Specifically, claim 5 specifies that processor whicb does 
all of these functions is on a single integrated circuit. 

Nowhere does Huang teach or suggest such a single integrated 

i 

circuit . J 

Claim 7 specifies that the storage d« 5 vic4 stores the 
process that carries out the decompression of I the compressed 
data. This is again nowhere taught or suggested by the cited 
prior art. Moreover, this produces the advantage that a general 
purpose media decoder can decompress any compressed data, since 
the decompression process is stored in the storage device. 

Claim 8 specifies a determined decompression routine being 
stored on the disk, and retrieving that process based on a 
determined protocol. This is in no way taught or suggested by 

the cited prior part. ( 

Claim 11 specifies a programmable processor which is 
programmed to retrieve media data and is also programmed to 
decompress the media data. This structure, w^ere the same 
programmable processor does both retrieve and J decompress, is in 

i 
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no way taught or suggested by the cited prior .art. and should be 

allowable . 

The dependent claims which depend from cliaim 11 should be 
analogously allowable for reasons discussed above. 

Claim 20 specifies a integrated circuit tjo control and 
decode data from a storage device. This xncljdes, as part of 
the integrated circuit, a digital signal processor for 
controlling the storage device, along with a forage controller, 
,and that the digital signal processor include^ a decoder that 
decompresses the media data that has been stored, and that all 
of this is all on one chip. This ie in no wa} taught or 

suggested by Huang, and should hence be allowable. Huang does 

i 

not suggest all of thiB on one chip. j 

Claim 21 defines subject matter which isjallowable for 

similar reasons to those discussed above withj respect to claim 

i 

8 - I 

Claim 22 specifies that the same circuit j is used for both 

the retrieving and the decompressing of mediajdata, and hence 

claim 22 should be allowable for similar reasons to those 

discussed above along with the claims that debend therefrom. 

Claim 24 and others stand rejected baeedj on Huang in view 

of Seiler. This contention is also respectfully traversed. 

Claim 24 specifies supplying energy only durikg the time when 

the media data is being stored or retrieved, and therefore 
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i t 

allows energy-saving as comparedj with the cited prior art. 
Huang does not teach this, Seilter was cited 1 to show power 



management in a computer, and as 



part of that management, power 



ie removed from certain subsystems after they are idle for a 
time. However, nothing in Seile:: shows supplying energy to the 
storage device ONLY DURING the times of storing and retrieving. 

Seller, in fact, teaches a eysten wherein conventional computer 

j 

control is carried out. This system. may turn off things like 
the hard drives after a certain ^mount of tithe; however it does 
not turn off the hard drive immediately afteij using it. In 

fact, Seiler teaches, as do most j systems of tjhis type, to keep 

i i _ . 

the hard drives spinning for at least some amount of time. 

i 

Therefore, it can fairly be said jthat Seller 'teaches away from 
the subject matter of claim 24. j , 

Claim 25 defines stored in tjhe process fjor decompressing 

compressed data, determining the (compression jformat, and 

! j 

retrieving the compression formatj. This is ih no way taught or 

! 

suggested by the cited prior art,' for reaaonsi stated above. 

Claim 27 defines the energy jis supplied to the media 
storage device only when the processor is retrieving the media 
data. This defines an energy- eavkng feature, which is no way 
taught or suggested by the cited prior art. Sailer does not 
teach this, and in fact can be fairly said to! 
this, for reasons given above. 
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Claim 28 defines a programmable processing meeuie that is 
programmed for retrieving media dkta and also, programmed to 
decompress media data. This is in no way taught or suggested by 
the cited prior art, and should bjs allowable for similar reasons 
to those discussed above. 1 

i ' 

The dependent claims should klso be allowable, with claim 
32 defining a single integrated circuit, claijn 34 defining that 
the atorage means stores the process for decompressing, and 
claim 35, for example, defining that a proceep is retrieved 
based on a determined compression! format. 

Claim 38 has been amended to! recite that the processing 
means uses the same circuit for controlling the storage means 
and also for decompressing media data stored in the storage 
means. Therefore, claim 38 should be allowable along with the 
claims which depend therefrom. Claim 41 specifies a single 

integrated circuit. Claims 43 and 44 define goring processes 

j 

for decoding . . ' 

Claim 47 specifies an integrated circuit! and should hence 
be allowable along with claim 48 Which depends therefrom, for at 
least the reasons discussed above j. 

Claim 95 defines an integrated circuit which should be 

allowable for reasons discussed aiove. In addition, however, 

* ! 

claim 95 defines that the digital! signal processing means 
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converts the signal into an analog' signal, and should be 

additionally allowable . 

The claim, that depend from claim « B^ld be additionally 
allowable. For example, claim ,6 should be allowable for 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim. 8. 

Claim 1X3 defines that processor controli energisation and 
deenergization o £ the storage device in the storage circuit 
based on the media data that is stored in the memory. The 
storage of the media data in the memory contril. energy 

n-M. ha. the effect of enablingl power savings, and 
consumption. This has tne e"» ^ 

1. no way taught or suggested by the cited prior ert. The 
Seller reference may teach that certain sum sterns such as the 
^ drive should be turned off after a specified amount of 
ti me. However, nowhere is there any teaching] or suggestion that 
the storage of the media data control, the po^r consunption. 
Hence, claim 114 should be allowable along wi^h the claim, which 

i 

depend therefrom. 

daim IIS defines that the storage circuft is deenergized 
by the processor when the amount of data is at least a first 
value. Claim lis specif ie. energizing when the amount goes 
below a second value. Claim 1X7 specifies the processor 
controlling a counter that count, an amount of data that is 
transferred. Claims IIS and IX, define the way that counting is 
CTrrl ed out. Claim 130 define, a timer, and ^laims 1,1 and 1» 



I 

48 



directed to 
used. This is 
in Blodgett's 
have' to be 



.08/24/2004 18:08 FAX 1 858 878 5089 FISH AND RICHARDSON ® 052 '°" 

Attorney's Docket No.: MP0062 

defining how that timer is used. None of this i. i» any way 

taught or suggested by the cited prior art. 

Certain ones of these claims were also rejected based on 

Bloagett who describes a DRAM power controller. Again, however. 

a DRAM power controller suggests nothing about the claim 

limitation, in fact, the claim limitation is 

turning off storage control when it is not be 

precisely the opposite of what would be clone 

device. In a DRAM device, power would always 

applied. If Power were removed, then the DRAM device could no 
longer operate, it would lose all of the dataj that it had. Pox 
this reason, it makes no sense to use a DRAM type power 
controller in the context of the present claims. Therefore. 
Blodgett actually teaches away from the system defined by claim 
113. since it teaches a DRAM power controller, which can never be 

totally deenergized. | 

Claim 123 defines an integrated circuit there the power is 
controlled in a similar way to that describedj above with respect 
to claim 113. Hence, claim 123 should be allowable along with 
the claims which depend therefrom. 

Claim 133 also defines that the processor means controls 
energization and deenergization, and hence should be allowable 
for ai milar reasons to those discussed above,. Independent claim 
l3 3 recites a processor that moves the media jiata from a device 
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to a memory and controls energization of the storage device and 
a storage circuit in accordance with the mediia data stored in 
the memory. Huang does not teach or suggest tjhis. Seiler is 

J 

directed to a hibernation mode for a computer',, to show processor 
control of energization. Seller's energi5iatic|n control has 
nothing to do with the data stored ±n- memory. 

Claim 143 also defines energization and 
should be allowable for similar reasons to thjoee discussed 

i 

above, along with the claims which depend theirefrom. Claim 143 
also defines an integrated circuit that includes all of these 

functions, which again is not taught or suggested by the cited 

j 

prior art. ! 

Claim 153 defines a method of energizing! a storage device 
that stores media data, after that energizing; the storage 

i 

circuit, and transferring media data via the ^torage circuit to 
a memory. This concerns the timing of energising the storage 
device and read circuit. Neither Seiler nor Huang discuss this. 

This enables power savings which are not taught or suggested by 

i 

the cited prior art. 

The dependent claims which depend from ch.aim 153 should be 

i 

i 

allowable for similar reasons. i 

Claim 161 defines a computer prograir. with limitations which 
define the energizing, and should be additionally allowable. 
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independent claims 169-I7i2 are directed fco the user 
obtaining "first portions" of the media data,i allowing the user 
to select, and then getting th^t selection. This enables a 



preview-like function. (These 



claims do not recite a processor 
that both retrieves and decompresses the media data.) Huang does 

j 

not teach this. This preview-like function is much more than 

! i 
merely "transfers any amount of data", as alleged by the 

! i 

rejection* | i 

The rejection states thatj Huang teaches jmd enables 

transferring "any amount of da[:a" . However, |:hia is much more 

j 

than simply enabling transfer bf ' any amount ok data. According 
to claim 169, the processor transfers first portions, and the 
allows a user to select one of j those selections, and enables the 

1 i 

processor to retrieve the remaining portion op that selection. 

cited prior art, 
70 and 171 and 172 

define analogous limitations, and should also', be allowable for 

I i 
i 

similar reasons to those stated above. ! 

I . 

It ia believed that all oE the pending claims have been 
addressed in this paper. However, failure to! address a specific 
rejection, issue or comment, dpes not signify! agreement with or 

J i 

concession of that rejection, issue or cogent. In addition, 
because the arguments made above are not intended to be 
exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all 

i 
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pending claims (or other claims) that hav»3 noti been expressed. 

i 

Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as an intent 

to concede any issue with regard to any claim^ except as 

i 

specifically stated in this paper, and the amendment of any 
claim does not necessarily signify concession jof unpatentability 
of the claim prior to its amendment . 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, therefore, all 
of the claims should be in condition for allowance. A formal 
notice to that effect is respectfully solicited. 

Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of 
Allowance be issued in this case. However/ should there remain 
unresolved issues that require action, it is Respectfully 
requested that the Examiner telephone Scott C, Harris, 
Applicants Attorney, Reg, No. 32,030 f at telephone number (858) 
628-5070 so that such issues may be resolved as expeditiously as 
possible. ^ 

Please direct all correspondence to USPTO Customer Number 

i 

26200'. ! 
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Please apply any charges or credits to Deposit Account 



No. 06-1050 



Date: September 24, 2004 




submitted, 



C. Harris 
Reg. No. 32,030 



Customer Number i 26200 
Marvell Semiconductor, Inc. 
700 First Avenue 
Mail Stop 509 
Sunnyvale, CA 94089 

104406*0. doc 
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